Whether indirectly measured by means of the administrative judgment test, or directly measured, it seems highly necessary to evaluate the level of verbal ability of candidates for administrative positions. This factor is of special importance when selecting administrators for functions where the technical work itself does not require a high level of verbal ability. If one were selecting administrators from among social scientists, whose work is highly verbal, it could probably be safely assumed that no special test of verbal ability is needed, and, if it were used, that its value would be low. But when we select administrators from among such professional groups as engineers, whose work generally requires relatively little verbal ability, then measuring verbal ability becomes necessary. The need of the administrator for verbal ability is so obvious that it need not be explained or justified, and the higher the administrative level the more important it seems to be. For example, for a group of executives earning $50,000 or more, 72 per cent considered that this ability was of primary importance, while only 46 per cent of executives at lower salary levels stressed the importance of this factor.
I would like to discuss next the relationship between technical qualifications and administrative success. I personally believe that it is desirable for an administrator to have, in addition to his administrative ability, a background in the technical work he is administering. The primary reason why I think so is that it will help him to secure acceptance by his staff and the groups he deals with. The higher the administrative post the less important this item is, but it still should receive some recognition. First under interests we should discuss the findings of Professor Strong of Stanford University. The most significant of these findings is the following: Professional persons who tend to concentrate their interest patterns in their own professions tend to be poor administrators, while the best administrators have only an average level of interests in their own profession and, at the same time, an interest in other occupations requiring dealing with people. This is a long way of stating that the professional who is basically a technician in his interests is not generally a good prospect for administrative work. In addition, the work of Professor Thurstone of the University of Chicago, and that of a large mailorder house, as well as our own research, indicates consistently that a high level of interests in theoretical matters as measured by the Allport- December, 1949 , in which he said: " A desire for wealth automatically eliminates a career in public healthone just does not acquire that kind of money in public health." Finally, several studies of ours indicate that there is a significant relationship between administrative success and interest in administration as measured by the knowledge that the person possesses of the administrative structure, key personalities, and administrative policies of the organization in which he works. That is, in cases where employees have an equal opportunity to pick up such information, those who have the most extensive knowledge of these matters are likely to be those with the greatest interest in administration. Employees can be differentiated on the basis of this knowledge and it seems to be related to administrative success.
Last, but far from least, is the measurement of personal characteristics. What should we look for? First I would place emotional stability and buoyancy, that is, the person who can not only meet a trying situation with equanimity but actually flourish under such conditions. This would mean that he is selfconfident but not overly so, not subject to wide ranges of mood, in good physical health and vigor, and that he has a happy home life, and a level of aspiration not too far beyond what he is likely to achieve. Equal in importance is his liking for dealing with people. By this I mean not the person who superficially gets along well with people, but the person who gets real satisfaction from being with people individually and in groups.
My opinion is that, although these two categories could be added to indefinitely, most of the additions would represent duplications of these two categories. One could mention character, integrity, drive, and a host of other qualities, but I think they would represent the same categories organized differently.
My belief is that the most satisfactory method is a thorough investigation of the individual through personal discussion by having a competent person discuss him with those who have been his subordinates, colleagues, and superiors, or who have known him in other capacities. I think this method is the best there is, but it assumes the following conditions:
First, the correct questions have to be asked about him. By the correct questions I mean that there must have been a thorough study of the job to be filled so that the relevant points are covered. Furthermore, discrimination must be shown in choosing which questions to Vol. 41 437 ask each person interviewed, since all will not be able to answer the same questions. Second, I would stress the importance of speaking to a sufficient number of people and to the right people. There are many people who have different levels of personality characteristics depending on whom they are dealing with. For example, they may please their board of directors and antagonize their professional staffs and vice versa. There is need for talking with representative people who have had different types of relationships with the applicant and there is need for evaluating the person giving the information in such terms as his standards, his possible biases, and any other factors that may affect the validity of the information being given. Finally, great skill is needed in the evaluation of the information that is obtained, because much of it will be contradictory and all of it will have to be evaluated for its proper significance.
I think that this method, if the above precautions are followed, is the best of all. It is psychologically sound because, unlike some methods, it treats the whole person rather than parts; it is sound because it needs fewer inferences than some other methods; it is sound because it is orientated around descriptions of behavior, rather than evaluations, and because it measures the candidate in the work environment rather than assuming that the person away from his work is the same as the person at work. This method is expensive, but the expense can often be justified. It can be supplemented by telephone and written inquiries but these methods should be considered as a supplement rather than a substitute.
We come then to the oral interview. the most widely used selection method in the world. What are its merits and demerits? Its great merit is that it gives the person doing the selecting a feeling of confidence. The application blank has furnished information but it is cold and lifeless. The written test results in a numerical grade, and none of us who appreciate the complexities of the human being likes to categorize a person by a number. The personal investigation method furnishes words but no person. In the interview we presumably see him as he is, not in words or by number, but as a living person. How can anyone question this selection method! If our criteria are-Do I like his looks? Do I like his mannerisms? Do I like his voice?-then no one can question the place of the interview.
But if our criterion is the simple one -namely, What are the correlations between ratings of job success and ratings in an oral interview?-then data are still to be obtained to justify using the interview as the primary selection method. I personally think that the interview has merit where the competence of the interviewer has been tested and found adequate, but there seems to be strong evidence that interviewers vary widely in their ability. In addition to the flaws in the interview caused by the rating process, a further defect is that it does not meet the conditions of soundness I have previously mentioned. The interview generally involves the making of extensive inferences from limited data obtained in an artificial situation.. Experimentation has indicated some methods for partially overcoming this condition, as in the group oral performance test, but no method has yet been devised to overcome fully the basic limitation of the interview.
What The 50 include 20 physicians, 12 engineers, 10 nurses, 3 malariologists, 3 entomologists, and 2 health educators. These American specialists will work with local health authorities through government agencies already established in these countries, to aid in improving health and sanitary conditions among their 136,000,000 people.
